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by the Institute as a service to the many persons interested 
in the subject who, for reasons of seating capacity or geog- 
raphy, were unable to attend the forum in person. 
The proceedings were recorded by both the Voice VL 
America and Radio Free Europe for adaptation, translation, 
and subsequent broadcast to listeners on both sides of the 
Iron Curtain. 
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Thc forum was introduced by Mr. Sol Stein, educational director .' 
of the Tamiment Institute. 
MR. SraPr: Thir year, April 14th has for the first time bqxme a inornest* 
tolu cxcadm. This is the eve of the nrar deadline for ftling inGiM3e tax -, 
aad it i s  god to aee that so verp mrny New Yorkem have compSeted the&,: 
~ab#doftLncsndarrPble.tokwithm,tonight.  
As Edwotimal Director of ths Tamimeat Institute, it is my 
pkwwe to bc abh to wekmllbe you bere this evening. I want to say a 
word abmt tbe Institute. As many of you know it has now been in 
for 20 yeam. The Institute was founded in 1935 with the aim 
md nnntdIap achievement in tbe arb and in s c h o l d p ~  with s 
cm edmati~~.al gctivitia designed to promote an atmosphere 
d to the m-henb of  to^^. 
In atddition to fomms such 0s this, tbs Institute sponsors an annual boc#~ ;
awmcE-m. Sdmn Wfmanw and Elmer Davis were the recipients of the prlso 18 
&is yew-a chamber music festival, a competition for composers, and so a+ : 
Becam of the Institute's special franchise, its Board has at this time d i m  
m e  of its resour- to a problem, an understanding of which h central to tho ' 
survival of free societies. And that is co-existence. 
Tonight's fonun is one e x p d o n  of thie interest. Another is an essay 
amtmt which the hptitute is s p m d n g .  W e g e  students will be asked ta taLe ' 
a memorable quotation from D e d e n m ,  one on co-existenoe, and to ralafbr ' 
triw of I3en-m to the prsmt situation in world affairs. Alpo, to dncour- 
age md m w d  dolarly work in tbis prticu1ar fW, a special award of $5,000 
witl be made tonight. 
W e  so much for the cornme-. Thank you for your patience. I hutcq.: 
to intcmhce your chairman, Senator Richarcl L. Neuhge~.  (Applauere) . 
Smm~ N~va~aaaa: Mr. %dm, distinguished members of. the panel, :' 
friends I fsel vay confused tonight. I nearly didn't get here because of a r a k  
importgat vote in the Senate, or orat last allegedly important, but I am hem. I 
fwl sabwbat like th. man who went to a hotel, checked in, got his room, 
Wer on them was one of those tragic Brso that occesionally, unfortunately" 
00cur in botslr. And happily in this instance the fire brigade managed to braa'. 
down the doom with the ax and get and revive the man with a pdhnobar bef- :I 
he twcumbed. When the man finally was revived, he was soundly berated fa 
this ftc in his bed by the hotel manager and the the captain, The poor feUoa1' 
wu s&mmwhg dl the time and he said, 'Well, I never smoke. I haw new&- 
used bbbaooc, in my Me." 
Tbe fira captain said, 'WW, how did the fire start?" 
And the rmn said, T don't how.  Tbs bed was buming when I got iH 
(Lam-) 
When the Tamhent Institute, through Mr. Stein, very 
t O ~ ~ ~ ~ t o n i g h t , I d e c i d e d t h a t t h e r e  
why a rnembez of the United States Senate should be 
stoh m thk One BtOl;Efd be that the member of the Senate would 
d d  about ?he sub.d, and the other would be that he would 
the gtibjcct. And I tun hae for the mcmd reason. And I 
months seniority in the United States Senate-I sit in Seat Number 96 . . . 
(Laughter) I don't know whether you h o w  how many members there are in 
the Senate. (Laughter) But all my political career I have specialized in public 
power, national parks, national forests, things like that. And those things are 
important to the region where I come from. But of course the most important 
question of the w o n  where I come from, which is 3,000 miles from where 
you live, and also the most important question to you, is war and peace for 
the United States and for the world. And I felt that I would accept Mr. Stein's 
kind invitation tonight because I felt that it might be a useful thing to help 
educate a member of the United States Senate on a subject that he knows very 
little about, but should know something about. 
I find that in the field of foreign affairs, I know shockingly little for a 
person who has to  vote on these great questions. I don't think I am alone. 
(Laughter) But I have tried to be faithful in attendance, and I have sat in the 
Senate and listened to discussions of these great issues. I keep notes in a little 
pad in my desk at the Senate and I have written down in the past three months 
questions that trouble me. I don't think all of them will be settled tonight, but 
perhaps you might be interested in learning some of these questions on foreign 
policy that a freshman senator writes down as he listens to the speeches made 
by his seniors on this great issue, probably the greatest of all issues confronting US. 
Why do they berate Chiang and then ally with him? 
Why do they berate only Chiang when we are allied with others who have 
blood on their hands, such as Tito and Franco? 
What did the President mean when he said IndogChina was the key domino 
which, if pushed, would make all the other dominoes in Southeast Asia fall? 
And then why did we let the key domino fall? 
Was it wise to have tens of thousands of American casualties in Korea 
with no declarations of war by the policy-mafring body? 
What would we liberal Democrats have said if this had been done by a 
reactionary Republican President? 
Why did not the United Nations contribute more forces as allies of the 
Americans in Korea? 
What about the prisoners? How long are they going to be in Chinese jails? 
How long has it been sina Mr. Hamrnersjold returned? It does not seem very 
long to us, but it must seem long to the prisoners and to their families in the 
United States. 
Why is it that the Senators who are opposed to reciprocal trade always 
make the loudest speeches about our allies not trading with countries behind 
the Iron Curtain and Bamboo Curtains? If the free countries cannot trade 
with the countries behind the Iron and Bamboo Curtaim, and these Senators 
do not want them to trade with us, with whom will they trade? 
These are just a few of the things I have written down. I know that all 
of these questions cannot be answered tonight, but I feel privileged to come, 
and I say this seriously, because I think a person who is a senator just like a 
person who is an every-day citizen, has an obligation to learn. And I think if 
I can learn anything about this great question of colexistence, the alternative 
to which could be oaxtinction, if I can learn anything about this great question 
of caxistence, I can learn it from the distinguished panel assembled tdaight. 
The first panelist is Dr. Gerhart Niemeyer, Consultant of the 
Foreign Relations, Visiting Lecturer at Yale University and formerly P- 
Advisor of the Bureau of United Nations Mairs of the United States State , 
Department. Dr. Niemeyer. (Applause) 
DR. NIEMEYER: Senator Neuberger, ladies and gentlemen. 
What are we talking about when we discuss ~~lexistence? 
It seems hard to come by a good definition of co-existence these days. People. i 
quarrel over it, but usually don't stop to make clear what they quarrel about. 
May I begin by saying what the term means to me. "Colexistena" means 
pretending that the Soviet Union is not engaged in a life and death struggle 
with the power centers of the free world. 
Now you may say that this definition is loaded. And I am willing to con- 
cede the point. When I use "pretending," I imply of course that there is such 
a struggle. Moreover, I imply that the struggle springs not from a mere mis- 
understanding, a series of unfortunate accidents, or a number of d v d  
diplomatic problems, but from the very nature of Soviet society on the one 
side and free society on the other. This is what I hope to show, and if estab- 
lished, this thesis would seem to justify the conclusion that a free society can- 
not without becoming untrue to its own nature pretend that this life and death 
struggle does not exist. 
Now I don't mean to say that the problem is a conflict betwan two opposed 
ideologies. The problem is a struggle between two great powers, between two 
nations, each of which is armed for purposes of security-and nations 5 d  them- 
selves in a struggle with each other mostly for masons of dty-ultimately 
because they feel threatened. 
When is it and why is it that nations feel threatened? For one, there is 
no threat unless a nation has reason to assume that another nation is hostile 
to it. So the animus of hostility is the first element in any threat. And the second 
is capability. A nation hardly feels threatened by the hostility of another unless 
that other nation has also the capability to inflict serious harm and to destroy. 
A power, a mighty nation with hostile designs is what constitutes a threat. 
In this sense the Soviet Union must feel that the United States cunstitutes 
a perpetual threat to its security. And the United States that the Soviet Union 
constitutes a perpetual threat to its security. Why? Both of these nations are 
capable of doing each other mortal harm. 
As far as power goes, they are in each other's class. This, by the way, 
explains why the struggle between the two did not bearme acute until the 
Soviet Union, by means of its post-war expansion, became so powerful that 
only the United States had still enough strength to challenge it. Henceforth, 
as far as capability is concerned, these two powers are the sole rivals of each 
other. Each of them need not fear but the power of the other. 
If we would pretend that these two powers can exist without struggling 
with each other, and if we cannot deny that they are capable of destroying 
each other, we must needs dispute that they have to be hostile to each other. 
Let's see, therefore, if the mutual hostility can be helped. 
Most people at this point turn their eyes to the Soviet Union and try to 
discover reasons why the Soviet Union is not as irreconcilably hostile to US as 
we may imagine, or at least shows aigns of becoming less hostile as time gas 
on. I do not pretend to have that kind of bow* about the Soviet Union. 
Let him who has it speak and show cause and I hope there is a member of 
the panel who is in that position. 
I propose that instead we tum to something we do know from ht-hand 
experience, and ask ourselves whether we are hostile to Soviet Russia and can 
help being hostile to it as long as it continues to be what it is. 
Let us look for instance upon those proposals and ideas about Soviet- 
American relations which represent the most peaceful intentions, the utmost 
in good will, the most optimistic view of Soviet Russia. 
Yes, these proposals say, they say to the Russians, "We are willing to 
live in peace with you and we believe that that is possible." And then what 
do they add? "Provided you change your heart" or 'provided you liberalize 
your regime," "provided you cooperate in the U.N.," "provided you agree to 
international control of atomic energy," "provided you lift the Iron Curtain," etc. 
Even in our most conciliatory mood we thus approach the Soviet Union 
with a characteristic assertion of our own values, values which it is quite clear 
the Soviet, no Soviet Government can accept without endangering the founda- 
tions of its own power. 
What do people dream about when they advocate, for instance, a non- 
aggression pact with the Soviet Union? They foresee, as one of them told me 
the other day, that the disappearance of the external enemy will bring about. 
internal changes in the Soviet regime, changes that will then lead to a collapse 
of the dictatorship. 
Or again, immediately aher the war, having in fact conceded Russia a sphere 
of influence in Eastem Europe, we insisted on free elections there, thus inter- 
vening in what the Soviets considered their own affairs. Later we supported Tito 
in his hostility to the Soviet Union, launched Radio Free Europe, encouraged 
the rioting workers in East Germany, delivered food to East Germany, proposed 
a U.N. investigation of forced labor camps. We have held up the U.N.-based 
as it is on essentially Western and free world concepts of right and wrong, law 
and order, majority rule and civil rights-as a standard of behavior that the 
Soviets ought to accept. Our disarmament proposals have implied, in fact, a nega- 
tion of the Soviet type of society. 
In summary, even when we have nothing but universal peace and harmony 
in mind, we cannot show or feel respect for the interests of the Soviet Regime 
by giving up our objections to the Soviet police state, Soviet oppression of 
neighboring peoples, and the Soviet policy of ruthlessly destroying all oppo- 
sition groups. 
I do not mean to criticize our policies for their hostility to the Soviet Union. 
The truth is that we cannot act otherwise. We belong to a society in which 
values like free elections, open information, contractual labor, majority rule, 
civil rights, international law, and toleration of differences are the very basis 
of our existence. We cannot move outside of these values without ceasing to 
be ourselves. It is our very nature that is hostile to the Soviet Regime. And 
our language, our actions, our policies reflect this hostility. 
We may mean no harm at all, but every time we seek to realize goals that are 
patently decent, human and just, we issue a declaration of war to the Soviet rulers. 
This, then, is the struggle which neither we nor the Soviet Union can 
escape. Here we are, a great and numerous nation, with mighty forces, great 
productive power and many resources, and this nation based on the proposition 
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1 from the earth, cannot help talking a d  Behaving in a way that is 
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1 hostile to the interests of a .system like that of the Soviet Union. 
1 
,q ,'I They know their system must elicit this hostility. They have known 
4 from the beginning. Can they help feeling threatened by our might? Can we 
help feeling threatened by what we must know to be the fears and sinister 
I1 
energy of their fears? Can the wrong-dar help feeling threatened by the 
;! , avenger? Can he help threatening him and seeking his downfall with every 
fiber in him? And can we, being faithful to ourselves a d  to the truth, deny 
. ( 
j ' that this is m? And that between these two powerful nations there is a struggle 
to the end? The end, we hope, not of the nations but of their regimes. 
I If co-exhtence means pretending that this struggle does not exist, then 
1 co-existenw is not a policy of which this nation in decency and honesty is 
I 
capable. Thank you (Applause) 
I SENATOR NEUBEROER: Thank you very much, Dr. Niemeyer. When Dr, 
Niemeyer was talking about the Merences and the hostility existing between 
I the Soviet Union and the United States, I couldn't help but think very fleet- 
ingly of my experiences when I was a Lieutenant in the Anny and was stationed 
j in Fairbanks and Whitehorse. There was present in those places a mission , 
I r : from the Soviet Union taking delivery on our bombing planes. And I always 
remember two things that repeatedly made an impact on us. One was the fact 
that our pilots considmd their pilots and mechanics a great deal better tech- 
nically and mechanically than our people had been led to believe. And, sec- 
ondly, was the fact that the suspicion on the part of our Russian allies concerning 
ou~selves was very evident even then. Although each day they were talring 
4 
* 
deliveries on a great number of medium-sized bombers which they were flying 
out across the Bering Strait to use on the Eastern Front against the Nazis, even 
at that time the suspicion with which they viewed us was quite evident to US 
persody. 
Our next speaker and your chairman have a great deal in common, because 
both have been accused of b e i i  "eggheads." I think perhaps even by the 
same people. I am very glad to be able to introduce one of the most distin- 
guished young historians in the United States. (I hope you are still young, Art 
. . . we are not very much different in age.) I am very privileged to introduce 
a man who is a personal friend of mine and, as I said, one of the most die- 
tinguished young historims in the United States, winner of the Pulitzer Prize 
for his book The Age of Jackson, and the author of many other books and 
essays and articles, Dr. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., who is Professor of History at 
Harvard University. (Applause) 
DR. SCHLESINOER: Thank you, Dick. Ladies and gentIemen, I am sure 
that a glance at your chairman and mysel£ will show very quickly which of us 
has been characterized with greater justice as an '6egghead.n 
Any discussion like the one tonight which hinges on a single word, in this 
case ''co-existence~ obviously constitutes an open invitation to semantic con- 
fusion from which it seems improbable that we are likely to emerge this evening 
Dr. Niemeyer began by giving one definition of cm-existence-that is a 
refusal to recognize that the Soviet Union i s 4  assume he would iaclude Com- 
munist China too-in a state of irremncilable hostility towards the West. 
I would suspect that there are very few people in the United States who 
would advocate co-existence in the sense of which Dr. Niemeyer speaks, And 
I am going to speak here tonight as an advocate of co-existence. But by bbco- 
existence," I want to make quite clear that I do not mean co-existence in the 
sense which Dr. Niemeyer has quite legitimately defined for himself. I mean 
b'co-existence" rather in the current, normal usage of the word. The word as 
used, for example, by Sir Winston C h ~ h i l l ,  by Pius the XII, in his Christmas 
Meshge, by Reinhold Niebuhr in his recent article in the New Leadrr, and 
by the Eisenhower Administration when it speaks of "competitive co-existence." 
Co-existence in this senw means, I take it, a condition of affairs in the 
world characterized by a .  absence of total war. It does not mean peace. It does 
not mean mutual trust. It does not mean undying affection. It does not mean a 
state of total bliss which would permit the relaxation of vigilance or precaution. 
It simply means the ab'ity of nations to live in the same world without resort 
to nuclear warfare. 
In this sense, of course, we have co-existed with the Soviet Union for 35 
years. And given the development of modem warfare, given in particular the 
invention of the hydrogen bomb, given the fact that in another year or two 
or three years, the Western World will reach a state of atomic stand-off so far 
as the Soviet Union is concerned, when each side will have the capacity to 
inflict grievous if not fatal damage on the other, given the emergence of this state 
of affairs, it would seem absolutely important for the world that this co-existence, 
which in its way has gone on for 35 years, should continue in the future. 
Co-existence, in other words, is a state of armed truce. And let us not 
deceive ourselves. Co-existence has very serious perils. Very few people have 
spoken frankly about these perils. Dr. Niemeyer is one, in a very interesting and 
able article he ~ e ~ e n l y  wrote for U. S. News and World Report; Senator Know- 
land hinted at these matters in a speech he gave in the Senate last November, 
a speech which was cryptic but whose logic was plain enough. And what Senator 
Knowland said was, in his words, that, "co-existence and atomic stalemate mean 
ultimate Communist victory." It was his appeal, in essence, that the United States 
must act whife it still has a margin of atomic superiority, that once we permit 
the Soviet Union to achieve a level of atomic nuclear equality, that then we are 
lost, because they, using the power of nuclear blackmail, can paralyze the nations 
between us and them, can through nibbling aggression bite off exposed areas, 
never presenting us with a clearcut enough challenge to justify our unleashing 
of atomic war. And under such circumstances, Senator Knowland has argued, 
and in his article I take it Dr. Niemeyer also argued, under such circumstances 
we are bound to lose, 
Senator Knowland drew the conclusion, though he did not illustrate and 
expound the full force of this conclusion, when he suggested that we must act 
before we reach the point of no return, while we still have some initiative left. 
And the logic of this argument is clearly a preventive show-down. And in my 
judgment the essence of the battle-the debate-over Quemoy and Matsu today 
is very simple. And that is, those who believe as Senator Knowland believes 
and as Admiral Radford is reported to believe, knowing full well that this country 
would not tolerate a preventive war, recognize that the only chance for achiev- 
ing their purpose is through utilizing what pretexts are offered. And the issue 
in Quemoy and Matsu is whether this should provide the pretext by which we 
can endeavor, while we still enjoy nuclear superiority, to knock out one or two 
of the countries which threaten as. And this in my belief and judgment is the 
issue over Quemoy and Matsu. 
And I would say that while I wholly disagree with Senator Knowland'r 
conclusion, I would not for one moment dismiss his analysis. I think his anaiysis 
of the perils of mxistence is a serious analysis. And I ihinlr that the problems 
of the armed truce are going to be very grave and difficult problems. 
But I would say this: that the only choice we have is between the certain 
perils of nuclear war and the uncertain perils of an attempt at co-existence in 
the age of nuclear equality. 
I really believe the Knowland dream is a fragmentary and false dreax~~ 
We are not at this moment ready to fight an all-out nuclear war. Our air a- 
power is not massive enough. We do not have the long-range means of delivery 
which we would need, since such a war would obviously be m e  which oug 
allies would not fight with us, and we  therefore would not have bases avail- 
to us. By the time we could prepare ourselves to fight this kind of war, by 
that time, it is likely that the period of atomic stalemate would be upon us and 
it would be too late. 
It is my belief that rather than titillate ourselves with these lurid and v b  
ionary fancies of some swift surgical operation which, while we stil l enjoy thk 
margin of superiority, will perrnit us to exorcise our enemies and return to a 
state of perpetual tranquility, we must concentrate rather on how to prevent 
atomic stalemate from turning into the nightmare that Senator Knowlad 
believes that it will turn into. 
What we must try to do is to determine in our mind what the requiremerits 
are for a ccwxiste~ce which will not be a pageant of Communist nibbling 
aggression leading to the isolation and find defeat of the United States. And 
my belief is that this is a soluble problem; that there are things that can be 
done to prevent co-existeace from having the effects, the dire effects that Senator 
Knowland has w balefully predicted. 
Very briefly, the kind of policies that we should follow, in my judgment, 
if we are going to have an honorable co-existence, is a co-existenoe based oa 
strength. And what that means in programmatic terms is that we must build up 
our air atomic power to a greater, far greater degree than we have today lad 
we must develop a continental defense. We must maintain our convention4 
armed strength in order to have local means to resist local aggression. 
As long as we maintain our military strength we force the contest between 
ourselves and the Soviet Union into the social field. And the necessity which 
confronts us there is a massive program of aid and assistance to the under- 
developed areas of the world, one which will carry out all the promise and the 
hope which once gleamed in the idea of Point Four. 
As I say, the third of the world presently uncommitted may make all the 
difference, depending upon which way it finally goes. And beyond this we 
must have a new flexibility and resourcefulness in o w  diplmacy, including 
in my judgment a willingness to negotiate with anybody. Negotiation does not 
mean surrender, but negotiation means a willingness to talk over issues with 
any of our enemies. 
I regard this as of primary importance in order to persuade our own dcb 
of the peaceful nature of our purposes. I think, too, that we must make a serim& 
try of the kind that we have never made before, for a world system of enforciw 
disarmament of all weapons. I think that given the new mood created by the 
new weapons of this age, the time is ripe for s o w  such new effort. 
I can think of no way more likely to recapture for America the moral 
leadership of the free peoples. 
None of this is easy. All of this involves a generation, perhaps generations, 
of sacrifice, of restraint, of effort, and of dedication. But I see no alternative 
to our committing ourselves to the gloomy thought that for the rest of the 
century we are going to live with crisis. But living with crisis, which is what I 
would regard as co-existence, seems to me on the whole a better situation than 
not living at all. (Applause) 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: Thank you very much, Dr. Schlesinger. 
Art, when I use the phrase "egghead," I refer to the ideas inside the head 
rather than the condition of the shell. (Laughter) 
You know, one of the disadvantages of being a member of the Congress 
is that you have to live irk Washington, D. C., where there are no mountains 
and the climate is very undesirable. I think it was William Howard Taft who 
said that, "there were only 3 places hotter than the Philippine Islands," when 
he was serving as Governor General there, "Cincinnati, Washington, D. C., and 
Hell.'' (Laughter) 
But one of the advantages of living in Washington D. C., is that you can 
read the New York Times every morning. And one of the contributions made 
by that very illustrious American newspaper is that it has done something that 
no other American paper has done, at least to my knowledge, and that is have 
on its st& a man who is an expert in analyzing the trends, the people, the lan- 
guage, the culture, in other words the entire essence of the country which is 
our p ~ c i p a l  competitor and which is the subject of this discussion tonight. 
And present to take part in this panel is that expert, Dr. Harry Schwartz, who 
is the Soviet Mairs specialist of the New York Times. Dr. Harry Schwartz. 
(Applause) 
DR. SCHWARTZ: We are very grateful, sir, for the endorsement. 
I am not going to try to join in the semantic confusion. I will buy M u r  
Schlesinger's definition of co-existence, this state of armed truce in which you 
can expect to be hit below the belt, kicked, hit over the head with a sand bag, 
and anything else that your opponent can think of, short of all-out nuclear war. 
And as I interpret the question tonight, is it possible to continue in this rela- 
tively "desirable" state of &airs, or are we doomed to the atomic holocaust 
which would have nuclear fall-out killing us all even in our subcellars? 
I would argue that co-existence in the unappetizing but very real sense 
defined by Arthur Schlesinger is not only possible but inevitable. It seems to 
me to be completely unthinkable that either side, we or the Soviet Union, would 
dare the final, ultimate test. I don't think we are going to do it, because what- 
ever man has the power to give the decision in Washington, be it Eisenhower 
or Stevenson, maybe even Neuberger-who knows, will not do it because he 
is the president of a democratic society. And he simply could not bring that 
kind of punishment upon his own people. 
But I don't think a man in the Kremlin is going to do it either, because 
I think that with the hydrogen bomb in our hands, the men in the Kremlin now 
know they are playing for keeps. And the best proof of that is that a year ago, 
Georgi Malenkov, then Premier of the Soviet Union, announced to his people 
that a war with modern weapons would mean the end of all civilization. Not 
Capitalist civilization, but all civilization. 
Now, of course, by present day standards that is a heresy of the worst 
kind, and for all I know Mr. Malenkov may be arrested tonight and brought 
to trial tomorrow for spreading this capitalist propaganda; that future war or 
present war might mean the destruction of all civilization instead of just capi- 
talist civilization. But even if that should happen, it seems to me that the Soviet 
leaders for a l l  their fanaticism know the facts of nuclear life. They aren't fool- 
ing themselves. And they have no more desire for personal or national suicide 
than we have. Therefore, with this kind of all-out nuclear warfare being ruled 
out simply by man's very success, we have got to coexist in this unpleasant fashion. 
The real question, I would say, is rather where do we go from cwxktence? 
Are we doomed to an indefinite era of goudging each other's eyes out and living 
on the possible brink of doom? And perhaps being brought to doom by a mad- 
man coming to power, because no man can guard against madness in high places? 
Well, I would like to suggest that there are a few hopeful signs in the situa- 
tion. I don't say this lightly because for a number of years I have tried assidoudy 
to develop a reputation as a Cassandra. And, unfortunately, this Cassandraish 
quality of my statements has never been proved wrong so far. And so when I 
begin to find a little hope in the situation, I am eager to share it. And the hope 
I find in the situation is this: I think that at the same time that the Soviet Union 
is militarily far stronger than ever before in its history, I think that internally 
we have seen the development and the flowering of a major crisis. 
As I read Pravda and Zzvestia and see Mr. Khrushchev barnstorming as 
though he were running for Senator from Oregon, and visiting the farmers and 
kissing the farmer's babies and giving out pamphlets on how to grow corn to 
fanners in the Ukraine or in Leningrad and so on, I begin to wonder why does 
he feel he has to do that? Mr. Stalin never kissed any babies. Mr. Khrushchev is 
doing that, metaphorically speaking. 
There is a real note of urgency, a real note of alarm in the pronounce- 
ments of the Soviet Government, of the post-Malenkov Soviet Government. 
Things are not going well. It is quite clear that the peasantry is disaffected and 
the peasantry is half or more than half of the population. 
It is quite clear that Russia whose population is increasing by over 3 mil- 
lion new mouths each year is facing a food crisis, a virulent food crisis within 
the next decade unless some dramatic upsurge in agricultural production takes 
place. It is quite clear from the statements of Pravda and Zzvestia that a kind 
of dry but very real moral rot has set in within the Communist Party and within 
the ranks of the faithful. The old revolutionary zeal is gone. Instead we have 
a new generation of bureaucrats interested in feathering their own nests and 
to hell with Marx, except for public speeches. 
The leaders in the Kremlin don't quite know how to solve these problems. 
They have got a number of panaceas, and one of the remarkable things about 
the past two years has been the number of panaceas they have advanced and 
then abandoned. And then advanced new ones. k t  there is alarm in the Kremlin. 
That there is alarm is evidenced by what they say about the morale of the people, 
in the concern about the support of the people, and simply about the effectiveness 
of the Communist system in merely feeding the Soviet people and their rapidly 
growing horde of babies. 
Well that's the Soviet Union. In Eastern Europe, with the possible excep- 
tion of Bulgaria, it is quite clear that the Soviet system is cordially hated. There 
have been tremendous defeats suffered by the Communists in Eastern Europe. 
There have been tremendous concessions. And I just do not see that Moscow 
would dare go to war and arm the people of Eastern Europe and then expect 
the people of Eastern Europe to fisht for Moscow. I just don't see how they 
could do it. 
And tinally we have China, which is a different case, because in China, the 
old, the revolutionary elan is still there. The revolution took place only a few years 
ago, but China is today on the threshold of a bloody period, a period in which 
Mao Tse-Tung and Chou En-Lai are going to try to load the industrial revo- 
lution on the backs of the Chinese peasantry, who constitute 90 per cent of the 
people. The rope is already being pulled very tight around the necks of the 
Chin& people. The collectives are being brought in. The requisitions are get- 
ting tougher and tougher all the time. The morale situation inside Communist 
China leaves very much to be desired. 
Now don't get me wrong. I am not predicting that the Communist regimes 
are about to collapse internally or anything of the sort. But I would say that 
it is quite clear that a sense of crisis animates the men in the K r e a ,  that 
we can see very good reason for them to worry. And therefore I would argue 
that we, ourselves, have a very clear course of action. The course of action is 
in part that suggested by Arthur Schlesinger-a real, strong America, even if 
we can't balance the budget. Our security is more important than the budget. 
A social offensive for the uncommitted areas certainly-and there again we can't 
afford to spare the dollars or the billions. But thirdly, a greatly heightened 
ideological, psychological offensive toward the Communist world, based on the 
notion that what we have to offer is a lot better than what the Communists have 
to offer, based on the notion that we needn't be afraid to let the Communists 
in Russia or Eastern Europe or China compare what we have got with what 
they have got. 
It is absolutely ridiculous the way Washington goes into a flop every time 
a Communist from Russia wants to come here or every time an American is 
invited to go to Russia If Senator Neuberger wants an idea. for a bill, I would 
suggest that he introduce a bill for the United States Government to finance 
the visit of 100,000 Soviet citizens here each year-with all expenses paid by 
us. I think that what we need is to break the Iron Curtain, to show the Soviet 
people, the people of Eastern Europe, and the people of Communist China 
what the truth is about us, and what kind of lies they have been told. 
There is tremendous weakness among the people in the Communist world. 
We can win if we exploit it. If we don't exploit it, we may well have lost. 
(Applause) 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: I would like to assure Dr. Schwartz that I don't know 
whether it was mental telepathy or not, and I have not gone as far as he advo- 
cates, but immediately after I had learned that the delegation of Soviet farmers 
had been invited to visit Iowa, I wrote the Department of State and suggested 
that they also visit Oregon. I don't know whether they could learn new cam- 
paign techniques there, but I said in my letter to the State Department that I 
felt that they would learn, for example, that there are greater power projects 
than Dniepratroy. And that even in a far-flung part of the United States, there 
are many advantages which~these visitors from the Soviet Union should see in 
addition to the Iowa. corn belt. So while I haven't gone nearly as far as you 
advocate, I have at least somewhat the same idea. 
The final advocacy in Dr. Schwartz' thesis is eminently the specialty of 
our last speaker on the panel, Mr. Bertram Wolfe. Dr. Schwartz spoke about 
the need for a renewed propaganda offensive. Mr. Wolfe is formerly Chief of 
the Ideological Advisory Staff of the Voice of America. He is also the authm 
of the book Three Who Made a Revolution. When I was first invited mme 
weeks ago to take part in this panel-greater love hath no fellow author-I bought 
Mr. Wolfe's book. And I have been readiag it, much to my profit. I have bem 
learning from it, and I have been finding out many things that I did not know 
about the nation which is our chief competitor and which, of course, I shuuld 
have known as a member of the Senate. So before I ever met ~ r .  Bertram D, 
Wolfe, I was in his debt for much valuable knowledge and information and 
also a great admirer of his writing skill. It gives me a great deal of pleasure 
now to introduce the final panelist, Mr. Bertram D. Wolfe. Mr. Wolfe. (Applaw) 
MR WOLPE: Peaceful coexistence is not one word, as one of our speakers 
suggested, but it is two words in one. As a combination, it has a meaning, a 
purpose, and a history. 
I thii I can best contribute to this discussion tonight by questioning the 
very title which introduced it. The term "peaceful co-existence" comes from 
the infected lexicon of "Newspeak," that language in which dictatorship ir 
called democracy, permanent purge is called collective leadership, war is called 
peace, conquest is called liberation, and freedom is called slavery. (Applause) 
It was invented and offemd to the world as a nostrum, a semantic poison. In 
it, there is no thought of peace. 
r The term was coined by men of power and of unending war who have 
dedicated not their spare moments but their entire lives to the waging of that. 
war and that conquest of power, dedicated themselves to class war, to civil 
war, to revolutionary war, to colonial war, to imperialist war, to war of con- 
quest, to war of enslavement, all under the name of liberation and carried for- 
ward on the bayonets of the Red Army. 
Totalitarianism is inseparable from war. And all its days it wages war of 
two kinds at once. And each of them aims to be total. 
The first war is the unremitting war of the Kremlin upon its own people. 
That war is literal war. A war of nerves, a war of propaganda, a war of closed 
borders so that none may escape. A war of universal espionage, of systematic 
detention, of speed-up, of purges, of slave camps, of a bullet in the base of the 
brain. It is a real war, endless and unremitting, that the totalitarian system wages 
upon its own people. 
The other war is a war to extend that system until it has conquered the 
world. From Lmin to Khrushchev, the canonical writings form a Mein Kmpf 
for all our statesmen and our leaders to study, if they care to study. And always 
it makes clear, despite the occasional peace dove which is launched for a special 
effect, always it makes clear its nature and its purpose. 
The aim of the first of these two wars is the impious one of playing God 
to Man, remaking man's image according to an arbitrary, and I must say hav- 
ing studied it, a miserable plan. It aims to conquer the spirit of man and to 
make him into something called the New Soviet Man; to break his spirit apm 
and put it together again according to the wisdom and the plan of a Joseph 
Stalin or a Khrushchev. 
The aim of the second war is to conquer the world for Moscow, or, more 
precisely, for its ruling faction. Both wars are total, both wars are real. Each 
of them may change in its intensity "according to the calculation of forcesw- 
the words are quoted-"of the moment," may change its tactics, its slogans, its 
methods, but never its long-range strategy or its purpose. 
Both wars, in my humble and hopeful opinion, are doomed to failure in 
the long run becaw they mistake the nature of Man. But both are serious; 
both are fraught with mortal danger, and both aim at total conquest and uncon- 
ditional surrender. 
In their war on their own people, it is not enough for the people to give 
obedience, bow the head, hold the tongue, serve the state. They must cheer 
when ordered to cheer, love whom they are ordered to love, betray whom they 
are ordered to betray, and hate whom they are ordered to hate. It is not enough 
even to have made the revolution-to have been a Communist-to have been 
an old Bolshevik, as the deaths of Trotsky, Bucharin, Zinoviev, Kamenev have 
so frighteningly made clear. It is not enough even to have murdered at the 
behest of your superiors for the greater glory of the State-as the deaths of 
Yagoda, Yezhov, and Beria make no less clear. And in their war on other 
peoples, it is not suflicient to accept sincerely the siren song of peaceful co- 
existence. Ask Lithuania, ask Latvia, ask Esthonia, ask Poland, ask Benes, ask 
Masaryk, Mikolajczyk, Maniu, Dmitrov, Petkov, or PfeBer. 
It is not enough to have been a devoted Communist, or even to have set 
up a C o ~ ~ u n i s t  government in your own country. Ask Tito. Unless you are 
a Moscow puppet, and have guessed right as to who will be the top dog in 
the perpetual brutal struggle for power inside the Kremlin, you are doomed to 
destruction. Ask Kostov, ask Slansky, ask Chen Du-hsiu, ask Kao-kang. 
No, both these wars are as capricious and as cruel as they are terrible, 
unremitting, and total. "Peaceful co-existence" then is a nostrum for semantic 
poisoning, a tactical manoeuver conceived as a means of stopping you when 
you are strong enough to move forward, a means of encouraging you to enter 
a trap to be sprung later, a means of conquering by infiltration and flank attack, 
when the defenses are too strong for direct assault, a means of dividing when 
the intended victims are too united, a Trojan Horse for which the walls are to 
be breached so that it may be taken inside the walls full of armed men. 
Peaceful coexistence in short has a history, a history which we can ignore 
only at our peril. 
From the outset, Lenin was a man of war and a man of power. Before 
1914 he wanted the Balkan Wars to be extended to embrace his own country, 
because-and I q~ote-~'It would be useful for the revolution." During the war 
he detested those who worked for peace, and fought them. He wanted the war 
co be extended and converted into his kind of war, a civil war which was to 
continue in all lands until all lands were conquered. He first talked peace only 
because he could not conquer his own people. He could not take power without 
it, but he and his successors have given his people no peace. 
He next talked peace to a war-weary world appealing to peoples against 
their governments because he thought that this was the way to protect his own 
power and spread his revolution. Later he used the term to "sow division" to 
soften up for future conquest. But always his talk of peace and that of his 
successors has been doubletalk, Newspeak, semantic poison. 
The first to invent the term "peaceful co-existence"-the poor devil never 
gets any credit for anything-was Leon Trotsky. "Our peace program," he said 
on November 23, 1917, "formulates the burning aspirations of millions. We 
desire the speediest peace on principles of honorable co-existence" (honorable 
must have been a Trotskyite deviation because I have never seen it since) "the 
speediest peace on the principles of honorable co-existence and cooperation of 
people. We desire the speediest possible overthrow of the domination of capital." 
Those are two linked sentences. No dots between them. 
The year Lenin took up the term and used it on a Hearst correspondent, 
that same year he told the meeting of cell secretaries that the w-existence of 
the two systems for any length of time was impossible; that clashes between 
them were inevitable, temble clashes ending in the victory of one side over 
the other. 
Stalin, to do him justice, has faithfully continued, developed, and enriched, 
and ma& much trickier and if anything more ruthless, this invention of Lenin 
and Trotsky. Stalin's successors have so far been only faithful disciples, they 
have made no visible changes or improvements. 
The only thing that one can find that is new and distressing about this 
third of a century of juggling with "peaceful coexistence" is that the leading 
spokesmen of the free world are beginning to employ the term without an 
adequate attempt to analyze its history and purify it of the corruption which 
infects it. (Applause) 
If I were in the Kremlin, I would award a special Stalin prize to that 
American political leader who &st coined the irresponsible and thoughtless 
phrase-"the alternative is either peaceful co-existence or noexistence." 
To close, I want to cite a better day for illusions about this term than is 
the present: the day of Maxim Litvinov. Those days began with Litvinov offer- 
ing his neighbors and the world a proposal to scale down armaments. At the 
same moment, the Reichswehr and the Red Army were in secret agreement to 
produce inside Russia planes, tanks, shells, poison gas, ships, for the use of both 
armies. That's the beginning of the Litvinov period. And towards the end, 
when the world was drunk with Litvinov's rhetoric and slogans, in the League of 
Nations a delegate, not just any delegate, the delegate of the Republic of Spain, 
a member of the International Executive Committee of the Congress for Cul- 
tural Freedom, Salvador Madariaga, made the following Animal Farm descrip- 
tion of Litvinov's proposals: 
"A conference of beasts once discussed the question of disarmament. The 
lion spoke first. Looking at the eagle, he suggested the abolition of wings. The 
eagle, turning to the bull, asked for the suppression of horns. The bull in turn 
regarded the tiger and demanded the elimination of claws. 
"It remained only for the bear to speak. He proposed total abolition of 
every means of attack and defense so that he might take all the animals into 
his loving embrace." (Applause) 
SENATOR NEUBERGER: On the schedule outlined by Mr. Stein we are now 
to have a discussion among the panelists. It is evident that there are some 
merences in the points of view expressed. I think that when Mr. Wolfe re- 
ferred to the siren song of peaceful co-existence that he did have some degree 
of difference with some of the other members of the panel. I wonder if perhaps 
Dr. Schwartz or Dr. Schlesinger would like to question Mr. Wolfe's reference 
to peaceful co-existence as being a siren song? Do you think that it is impossible 
or that it is a fatal trap? 
DR. SCHLESINGER: I am not as worried as k r t  is over the fact that the 
Russians invented the word "co-existence." I am so happy to learn that they really 
invented something, (Laughter) that I am willing to let them have the credit 
for it. Nor am I concerned over the fact that we are taking a word from the 
Russians. They have taken so many words from us in the last 25 years that 
it seems to me very pleasant for us to be able to take one back. And just as 
they took the word and charged it with their meaning, I think our leaders, like 
Sir Winston Churchill and President Eisenhower, are taking the word and 
charging it with a meaning which is quite Merent from the meaning that 
Lenin had. Nor do I think that the use of the word by itself spreads any kind 
of sinister corruption. I am in this respect a nominalist rather than a realist. 
I do feel about the panel as a whole that we have been discussing two different 
things. Mr. Niemeyer, Mr. Wolfe, show quite eloquently what Mr. Schwartz 
and I certainly already believe. And that is that the Russians are up to no good 
-that they are committed to a fundamental campaign against Western civiliza- 
tion. But surely this is so obvious by now that it needs no further discussion. It 
certainly isn't the question that we have gathered to discuss here tonight. The 
question we are discussing tonight, I take it, is not whether the Communist world 
is hostile to the free world-of course it is-but whether this hostility is something 
that must produce nuclear war or whether there are means of accommodation 
short of war. And it is that subject which I think is the more concrete and the 
more interesting one. And I think that both Mr. Schwartz and I would argue 
that there is no need for this state of hostility to produce nuclear war. And I, 
for one, would be curious as to whether Mr. Niemeyer and Mr. Wolfe would agree 
with that argument, or whether they tbink that there is no choice but nuclear war. 
SENATOR NBUBERGER: That's one thing that I wanted to point up. Both 
Dr. Niemeyer and Mr. Wolfe were most gloomy about the possibility of co- 
existence boding well for the United States. What alternative do you think 
there is? Do you agree with the suggestions of Senator Knowland which Dr. 
Schlesinger referred to and which I have heard him mention on the floor of 
the Senate? What is your opinion of the alternative? What should we do as an 
alternative? Dr. Niemeyer, do you want to discuss that a little bit? 
DR NIEMEYER: When you speak of alternatives, sir, it seems to me you 
have to set up first a policy to which an altemative is considered. And although 
both Mr. Schlesinger and Dr. Schwartz tonight have talked of this policy, it 
did not seem to me to be a policy in one piece. 
They spoke of a policy of crisis, a crisis which they depicted as lasting 
for our lifetime. But, curiously, from this policy of crisis, the danger of war 
was absent. It seems to have b a n  eliminated simply by wishing it away. 
Now it seems to me when you are facing an enemy of the power, the fierce 
energy, and the determination of the Soviet Union, the mere wishing away of 
the danger of war will not eliminate that danger from our situation. And I 
say deliberately "from our situation" and not from our choice, because I do 
agree with Mr. Schlesinger that this muntry would be incapable of provoking 
a war, going to war unprovoked. I think it is not in our nature. It couldn't be 
done. But what seems to be advocated on his side is a policy of strength in 
which the ultimate strength that is wnemplated is not a strength for war, or 
at least in which war is eliminated, in which it is stipulated that on our side, 
to begin with, we will use our strength for anything but in war. 
Now this means that we are disarmed morally and psychologically before 
we even have approached the threshhold. This therefore seems to me to be a 
policy not in one piece. It is in two pieces. It says competitive caxistence. 
Actually, behind it there is a picture of something like peaceful, not exactly 
untroubled, but nevertheless peaceful relations through a lifetime. 
I cannot make sense of this. And because I cannot make sense of this it 
is very hard for me to envisage an alternative. I want first to see the thesis to 
which the antithesis is to be proposed. (Applause) 
SENATOR NEUBERGER: Let me just try to get the show on the road. This 
is the thing that strikes me as a legislator. Eventually you have to take some 
kind of a stand and some kind of a policy on lots of things, whether it is Quemoy 
and Matsu, whether it is the prisoners languishing in the Chinese prison. Even- 
tually there comes a time when you do something specific. 
Now, as I have interpreted co-existence, it is that the United States build 
up its arms, its nuclear weapons and other weapons, and that it adopt certain 
social programs in the underdeveloped areas that are not committed between 
Democracy and Communism. And that it be ever vigilant, but that it not take 
any overt step of war. Now, what could we do other than that? I'd be interested 
to learn, Mr. Wolfe, what you would do beside that or differently from that? 
MR. WOLFE: Well, Senator, you have not suggested anything that we do, 
except in the free world. And the overtones, at least, of my discussion would 
suggest that we have a job to do on both sides of the Iron Curtain. 
The reason I object to our using a poisoned vocabulary, Arthur-and drop- 
ping one of the two words doesn't quite unpoison this combination-the reason 
I object to using a poisoned vocabulary is that for the free world peace is a 
principle, for the Kremlin peace is a tactic, and surely we should be able to use 
less tarnished language to express the thing for which we stand in the name of 
peace than the words which they have sullied and used to entrap us. 
Do you consider as part of "peaceful co-existence" that one-third of the 
warld shall remain forever in slavery? Or do you propose, as I think you do 
and must, that, using all measures short of war, the United States and the rest 
of the free world shall press with all its might to give courage to the men in 
the slave camps? 
Niemeyer spoke about our being on the offensive in demanding an investi- 
gation of slave labor in the United Nations. I am proud that we took that offen- 
sive. And I think we can seek many such means of taking an offensive in this 
struggle for the nature of the world. It is impossible to use the word "peace" in 
the circles in which I feel at home without adding the word "justice." It is impos- 
sible to use the word "peace" without adding the word "freedom." 
What I tried to say in my talk, besides warning of semantic poison, is that 
under totalitarianism there is no peace, no peace for the people living under it. 
There once was a slogan, a revolutionary slogan-and most of the rev* 
lutionary slogans are in our hands if wescare to use them-there was a slogan 
which said, "Peace to the cottage, war to the palace." This is our method of 
differentiating today inside the Soviet Empire. Peace to the cotwe and war 
to the palace. And the present state of affairs is peace to the palace, and certainly 
war on the cottage. 
SENATOR NEUBERGER: Dr. Niemeyer would like to add a brief word to that. 
DR. NIEMEYER: I have been asked what are the practical alternatives? I 
should like to illustrate my point by suggesting one of them. 
We hear a great deal these days about the "two-Chinas" solution. We hear 
a great deal about not having a right to defend Quemoy and Matsu, because we 
have no title to it, because it is within the territorial waters of Red China. Now 
it seems to me the kind of argument that this is has in mind the peaceful order 
of international relations that used to be our privilege in the 19th Century, 
where indeed one spoke about non-intervention and about staying away from 
other people's business, about titles in international law, etc. Instead, it seems 
to me if we take the view that we are in a struggle, in a life and death struggle 
to the end, that this may erupt into open violence at any point, then, for one 
thing, we cannot, we must not, we dare not abandon Chiang Kai-shek, our 
most powerful ally in the East. And we must not do anything to c a w  him to 
retreat. Chiang Kai-shek has the most numerous and the strongest free army in 
the Far East. There is none other of that size. If we abandon him, we thereby 
signal to all our anti-Communist allies throughout the world that they just have 
to be determined to fight the Communists in order to be abandoned by the 
United States. This seems to me to be the difFerence between a policy of co- 
existence and a policy that disavows coexistence. 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: What do you do about the situation in Quemoy 
and Matsu? 
DR. NIEMEYER: I would defend them. 
SENATOR NEUBERGER: YOU would defend Quemoy and Matsu? 
DR. NIEMEYER: I would. 
MR. WOLFE: May I address myself to this question for a moment? I 
didn't try to get into the United States Senate, and wouldn't. And so I may not 
ever have to answer that as a practical question and you may have to answer 
it very soon as a practical question. But I would say there are two questions 
involved in Quemoy and Matsu. The first question is a matter of military 
strategy-Is that a good place to draw the line? I hope there is no one on this 
platform however who does not believe that there is some place in Asia where 
we have to draw the line. (Applause) 
I do not pretend to know enough about military strategy to decide whether 
that is a good place, the best place or even the necessary place in which to draw 
the line. But just as we drew an untenable line if you please across the middle 
of Berlin, although we were surrounded on all sides by the Red Army, because 
we decided that the time had come to draw the line, so we are approaching a 
moment in Asia where we will have to draw a line tenable to the degree that 
we can make it tenable. But morally, the place where we can say thus far and 
no farther. 
Now, a word on Chiang Kai-shek. In my estimation we owe a debt which 
is more than just that he is the leader of the most powerful army in being in 
Asia at this moment. We owe the debt of ally to ally. We owe a debt to the 
man who has fought unremittingly for the territorial integrity and the inde- 
pendence of China. 
There are only two possibilities and no scofbg and snaring will make a 
third. One possibility is to sell China down the river to the Kremlin's puppets 
and to the ten million exterminations which are already recorded, or to struggle 
to support the man who stands for the freedom and territorial integrity and 
independew of China. (Applause) 
I want to say, in an open letter to Nehru, and shall yet say it when the 
time permits, that I recognized Nehru and Gandhi as the real India when they 
were in jail and had no armies in being and I refused to recognize the puppet 
governmerib of British India. And if Chiang Kai-shek were driven off Formosa 
and became the leader of a government-in-exile, he would still be to me the 
representative of a free and independent China, and should receive all the support 
that we can give him within our general purposes of keeping the struggle &short 
of war. 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: Dr. Schwartz, do you want to get into this? You 
have been silent. 
DR. SCHWARTZ: WeIl, it seems to me that the semantics make for a greater 
show of diffemnce of opinion than actually exists. Mr. Schlesinger and I have 
been trying to get either Mr. Niemeyer or Mr. Wolfe to come out and say that 
he is all for tossing hydrogen bombs around tomorrow. And neither Mr. Nie- 
meyer or Mr. Wolfe is willing to do that. 
MR. WOLFE: We are not. 
m. ~ H W A R ~ :  Well obviously no sane person is going to be willing to 
do that. There is no alternative to whatever you want to call it: "competitive 
oo-existence" or "mutual gouging-youreye-out." There is no alternative. But 
let me go one step further, though. There are many levels of conflict beneath 
the level of the intercontinental- missile and the hydrogen bomb. 
Mr. Schlesinger talked initially about the need for building up local re- 
sistance to local attack, so I think he and I are as cognizant, as are Mr. Niemeyer 
and Mr. Wolfe, of those problems. I would go even further. I would say that 
in order to attain co-existence of some variety, we need to be willing to take 
great risks. W e  need to be willing to lose a few lives on occasion in order to 
prevent the loss of many lives and the loss of our liberties. I would suggest 
that historic-, perhaps the two great errors of our policy were ending the 
war in Korea and that, having ended it, we rehed to fight at Dien Bien Phu. 
It is those circumstances which created the situation which has now forced Mr. 
Dulles to warn against our growing reputation as the "Paper Tiger United States." 
Who made him a paper tiger? Who drew his claws? 
At some point we need to show that we are willing to fight, and that point 
will never be an ideal one. At every point you will encounter a lot of argu- 
ments against fighting, including the basic argument that none of us wants to 
die. But if we don't want to fight, there is only one real answer: let's surrender 
today. If we don't want to surrender, we have got to be willing to fight at some 
point. I think it can be a limited fight, but we run risks. (Applause) 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: I think we ought to have some questions from the 
audience. I understand that we can have some written questions from the floor. 
They must be valid questions and not speeches. They will be submitted in 
writing and I believe Mr. Stein said that the ushers will collect them. And they will 
be sent up to the stage so that the audience can have some degree of participation. 
In the meanwhile I would just like to ask one qu&tion of Mr. Wolfe. He 
talked about giving courage to the people in the p h n  camps. I want to give 
them courage, but I don't want to encourage them to make any false break 
against their masters and die in a torture chamber unless they can really suc- 
ceed. (Applause) 
One of the good things that has disturbed me were the speeches about libera- 
tion in the '52 campaign. Some of them were delivered in cities that have large 
numbers of foreign language citizens and inspired hope that their wretched 
relatives back of the Iron Curtain might be liberated. And I am struck by the 
fact that if you are going to talk about liberation to people who are in armed 
prison camps, that maybe you have to be prepared to go in and get them out. 
I don't want to inspire any poor wretches in a prison camp to a hopeless rebel- 
lion against their masters that will just mean that while I am safe in some 
town in the United States, someone else will die in a torture chamber. I don't 
want that either. And I think that is something over there. And again speaking 
from the limited knowledge I referred to when I started, I am struck by the 
fact as both a citizen and a legislator that when you talk about liberation, that 
sometimes there is only one way to liberate these people and that is to do it 
with force. 
MR. WOLFE: Senator Neuberger, I would like to give concrete instances 
of what we did by way of encouraging the people in concentration camps. 
First, when they got the news that for the first time their nameless suEer- 
ing was being considered by the Free Trade Union Committee; and second, 
when they got the word that the United Nations was investigating their plight, 
there was a note of hope. They were no longer alone, atomized, helpless, and 
defenseless. In fact the Soviet Government has found it necessary to raise the 
standard of its concentration camp life since this investigation. And it is a 
matter of record that for the first time the slaves receive a salary and certain 
other privileges. 
We have let this investigation lapse. It took the world the better part of 
the last century to arouse a conscience against chattel slavery. Not a one-shot 
legislative act, not a campaign speech or two, but it took years and years of 
work to arouse the conscience of the world to chattel slavery. It may take as 
many years to arouse the conscience of the world to the mass slavery which 
has come back into being in the 20th Century. 
It is in this sense that we carry on our encouraging work for liberation. 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: Thank you very much Mr. Wolfe. Now while the 
questions are being collected, I have another introduction to make. And then 
we will have the questions presented. 
The person I next am to have the opportunity to introduce, I first heard 
speaking in 1936. He has made so many speeches I don't know whether he 
remembers the occasion or not. I was just getting out of college and the National 
Education Association had its annual meeting in Portland, Oregon, where I 
was born and raised. It was at the height of the New Deal and there were a 
great many-I think four or five thousand visiting school teachers in Portland. 
And the two outstanding parties slightly left of center, might I say, in the 
United States sent their most handsome men to present their views to the 
schoolteachers assembled in Portland. One was a man who died tragically a 
few weeks ago here in New York and who was then Governor of the great 
State of Indiana, Paul V. McNutt, who spoke for the Democrats, and the 
other was Norman Thomas, who spoke for the Socialists. (Applause) And I 
listened to both those eloquent speeches. I was then about 21 years old and 
was just going to vote for the first time. And 1 think if I wasn't such an ardent 
and confirmed Democrat, that if anybody would have changed me it would 
have been Mr. Norman Thomas. And I remember a very beloved person whom 
Dr. Schwartz may have remembered, the late Eunice Fuller Bernard, who was 
the Education Editor of the New York Times and who was sitting with me at 
that time saying to me about both Mr. Thomas and Governor McNutt, "Aren't 
they wonderfully handsome men?" (Laughter) I have long a d m i i  Norman 
Thomas for his fidelity to principle, for his great courage, for his resistance 
to totalitarianism both on the right and on the left, and particularly-and I say 
this remembering my own college days-as a person who has held out the beacon 
of consistency and idealism to men and women in the colleges. 
Both speaking at colleges and remembering my own college days I have 
often felt that Norman Thomas is a real hero to the idealists who were on our 
college campuses and I think they look to him as a man who has never let down 
his principles. 
It is now a very great honor and pleasure to introduce one of the truly 
illustrious citizens of our country, Mr. Norman Thomas. (Applause) 
MR. THOMAS: Senator Neuberger, it may surprise some in this audience 
who know me well to realize that I am not here to make a speech, but to make 
an award which gives me great happiness. You are to blame if I preface it 
with a slight speech. 8 
I remember very well being in Portland in 1936. I remember very well 
that Paul McNutt also was there. And I never sought to compete with him in 
appeal by looks. But if I seem to you in your youthful enthusiasm for democracy, 
or even now, to be less than wholly enthusiastic, let me tell you why. The hand- 
some Paul McNutt, to the left of center, was the man who had maintained- 
all through his administration-military law, completely unconstitutionally, in 
the State of Indiana. I challenged that in Terre Haute and won a partial victory 
because they obeyed the law at the time. But Paul McNutt set an example of 
totalitarianism scarcely equalled in America; he was the man who, because of 
certain strikes, strikes arising out of desperation of poverty, abolished ordinary 
law by the outrageous notion that you could set up military law during the 
period of a strike, then withdraw your troops, leave a mere handful, and wipe 
out the ordinary procedures of justice. 
We challenged it with some success, and I take a little satisfaction in 
occasionally reminding Democratic Senators that they have work to do in 
order to get peaceful co-existence in the Democratic Party. (Applause) 
I was told to speak five minutes and this is a dividend for which you have 
to thank the Senator from Oregon. 
At this time let me add that we have to thank you for many things, and 
I in my more mature old age am glad that if not as handsome a man as Mr. 
McNutt, if more of an egghead than Mr. McNutt, I hope a better Democrat 
is now in the Senate of the United States. (Applause) 
My very pleasant duty is otherwise. It is to make an award that I make 
with extraordinary pleasure both because of long personal friendship and 
because the reward is so marvelously deserved. I shall not keep you waiting 
,p&&q 
because you know as well as I do what I am here for-the award to be maae 
to our friend Mr. Wolfe. And it is not to be made so much for any specific 
service, as for years of service in bringing home to the people of America 
the truth, not only about Russia as a nation, but about something that is more 
important, about Communism, about an idea, about a secular religion, about 
a new kind of imperialism that seeks universal power everywhere. We owe 
him an enormous debt for the enlightenment he has brought us. 
I shall not pretend that I always believe as he does with regard to concrete 
policies in the light of what he has told us. But this I shall say, and I think 
that Mr. Schlesinger will agree, that one can only consistantly hold a p i t i o n  
something like that which he advocated if he is fully aware of the nature of 
the enemy. And for that we peculiarly have to thank Bertram Wolfe at this time. 
We have to thank him not just for a very great book, and one of my 
prayers is that he may live to complete it-the first book in his series telling 
us about the history of the Russian Revolution-I mean Three Who Made a 
Revolution, one of the most remarkable books that has been written in the 
United States, and one of the most valuable. We also have to thank him for 
innumerable articles, for the magnificent work he did while he was on the 
Voice of America, and for the work he is still ddng even while he is trying 
to finish his book. 
Someone has said tonight, I think, that we no longer needed too much 
information about the nature of Communism. I beg respectfully to differ with 
anyone who says that.. Not only do we need it, but I do not even think our 
need is greatly lessening. 
I get around h e r i c a  a good deal and have many contacts. And it is 
my sober opinion that partly due to Senator McCarthy and people like him, 
there is arisii a furtive new sympathy for Communism and there is an increase 
of misunderstanding of what Communism is. 
It is not so long ago that I came across a man, otherwise intelligent, who 
said publically that his hatred of Communism was because Communism stood 
for equality of pay. Imagine! The inequalities are greater there than they are 
in the United States and yet he said that. And I am also greatly concerned 
because some of those who are bitterest against Communism are so ignorant 
of what it is that they fight and how they ought to fight it even at home. 
For instance, I am very gravely concerned about the recent study which 
seems to show that only 37 per cent of Americans would support the right of 
a man to come to their town and make a speech against churches and religion. 
They are all against the terrible cruelty of the Bolshevik against the church, 
but they in turn would let no one make a speech. 
The 60 per cent who held that position-only 37 per cent would let them 
and 3 were undecided-worry me profoundly. 
One of my anonymous friends sent me a wpy of a magazine published 
by the Air Command. It contains a long article endorsed by the G2 Information 
of the General Staff on how to recognize Communists. I shall not say that the 
article was wholly bad. But let me quote from a pretty accurate memory some 
of the things: 
"Do you perhaps like folk music and folk dancing? Beware, those are 
signs of Communism. 
"Do you perhaps occasionally want to discuss such matters as McCarthyism, 
'peace', the size of the military budget, labor legislation, civil liberties and civil 
rights? Beware, these are the themes of Corn-." 
This is a magazine that has gone out to enlighten the boys in the Air Force 
and others on how to detect Communists. Fairness compels me to add that 
the article states that of course this isn't positive proof, but these are the 
danger signals. 
When Bert Wolfe spoke, he said that there was a long fight on, and there 
is. But I do not think the fight is going to be waged intelligently by people who 
insist on attributing to Communism, wholly undeservedly, an interest in the 
causes that are the business of those who love Democracy. That is the thing that 
concerns me, as it does Mr. Wolfe, to whom this award is to be given. I repeat, 
it is impossible to exaggerate the debt we owe him. I shall read this brief but 
eloquent document: 
(Reading) "The Tamiment Institute takes pleasure in presenting an award 
of $5,000 to Bertram D. Wolfe (Applause) for outstanding scholarship in the 
field of Soviet Affairs, with specid reference to his contribution to our under- 
standing of the history of co-existence, an area of knowledge which free men 
should master if they would defend themselves with intelligence against the 
ideological as well as the military encroachments of Communist totalitarianism." 
Here is the promissory note and here is the envelope to put it in and here 
is my hand in friendship and congratulations. (Applause) 
MR. WOLFE: I am deeply honored to have received this award, but at 
the same time I have a keen sense of humility, for actually I have done so 
little. Just as tonight I felt so frustrated at the little pellets of analysis and 
information which one is permitted to give on so vast a topic in so few 
moments, so as I review the feeble efforts that I have made to clarify this 
issue, my only sense is one of the insufficiency. And I wish to assure the 
members of the Tamiment Institute Board that I will utilize this award in 
its entirety for the purpose of doing a more systematic, a more informative 
and a more complete job in elucidating this burning problem of our time, this 
problem of so-called peaceful w-existence. (Applause) 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: Before we have the questions from the audience, 
of course I'd like to add my congratulations to Mr. Wolfe for this wonderful 
award. And I would like to say that to one who is about a third of the way 
through your book and who is very disorganized himself, you are plenty 
systematic for me. Will you autograph it for me? I would be very honored. 
Don't use a ball point pen. One of my fellow senators tells me that you must 
never use a ball point pen because it always can be altered. (Laughter) 
I have a f6w questions here from members of the audience. Perhaps the 
members of the panel to whom they are addressed will comment on them briefly. 
"Dr. Schwartz spoke of the crisis in Russia as a check upon war. Isn't 
there the danger that a tottering tyrant might create a war against an outside 
foe to reunite internal feeling?" Dr. Schwartz? 
DR. SCHWARTZ: I did not refer to the internal crisis within Russia as a 
check upon war. I tried to argue that the ultimate check upon general nuclear 
war is that it means suicide for all humanity, perhaps for all life on this planet. 
What I did try to argue was this: That the internal crisis within the Soviet States 
offers us hope as we look ahead toward a period of cosxistence. The internal 
contradictions of the Soviet system can blow it sky high if we exploit those 
internal contradictions. 
Now, in order to exploit this internal contradiction, we have got to be 
imaginative. We have got to be bold and we have got to break out of the old 
patterns. We started at the job when a guy like Bert Wolfe was the Chief of 
the Ideological Planning Staff of the Voice of America. We need Bert Wolfe 
and others like him in the same kind of job if we are going to win in the future. 
SENATOR NEUBERGER: Thank you very much, Dr. Schwartz. To Mr. 
Schlesbger : 
"There are many ways of achieving victory over a nation. By your advocacy 
of a social war against the U. S. S. R. you admit that you desire such a victory. 
How do you correlate this with your advocacy of a policy of willingness to 
co-exist7 ' Art? 
DR. SCHLESING~: As I defined coesistence, it meant the hope that the 
world would not explode in thermo-nuclear war. It obviously did not mean an 
end of competition nor an end of confiict. As Mr. Wolfe said, it is the hope 
of all of us that in time the world will be one where people who now lack 
freedom and lack opportunity will have it. 
It seems to me that the pursuit of that goal, a goal to which all of us I 
take it are committed, can be undertaken and must be pressed without resort to 
nuclear weapons. And I do not mean by that a renunciation of nuclear weapons 
in advance-or anything of the kind. All I would suggest is that the effort to get 
a larger measure of freedom for the people of the world today must take place 
within the area of co-existence as Mr. Schwartz and I define it if there *e going 
to be any people left to take advantage of that freedom. 
SENATOR NEUBERGER: Thank you. This question is addressed to Dr. 
Niemeyer. "Dr. Niemeyer, if the U. S. draws the line at Quemoy and Matsu 
and the result is major conflict, do our allies have any real alternative to 
joining us? In short when we decide it is time, what voice can our allies have 
in the choice of times?" 
DR. N I E M E Y ~ :  It Seems to me that would be the case whether the war 
broke out over Quemoy and Matsu or at any other place. The ultimate fight 
is between two centers of power, a center of power that is located in the Soviet 
Union (and I left off China by deliberation) and the center of power of the 
free world which is here in the United States. 
We should consult our allies. We should keep in contact with them. We 
should always keep their interests in mind, but when it comes to a point of 
security where it is a question of retreat, abandonment, and with the retreat 
and abandonment to create an impression that we are not willing to fight; that 
we are not willing to withstand; that we are going to throw in the towel at some 
future date, then it seems to me ,we have to stand there, whether our allies are 
pleased with this stand or not. And it is quite right that once the chips are 
down, and once a showdown occurs, our allies will have very little choice but 
to join with us. 
This again is not something that we want, but it is something that is in 
the nature of the whole world situation. 
SENATOR NEUBEROER: Thank you, Dr. Niemeyer. The concluding ques- 
* 
tion is addressed to our guest of honor this evening, Mr. Bertram D. Wolfe. 
"Mr. Wolfe, could you give us your opinion of Mr. Nehru's idea of peaceful 
co-existence wbkh has been concluded between India and China?" 
MR. WOLFE: I have some sympathy for Mr. Nehru's dilemma. America 
did its damndest to remain neutral in Europe's wars over a considerable portion 
of its youthful history. In the end it learned that, in our modern age, a war that 
begins anywhere in the world is likely to spread to every part of the world. 
And it finally found that form of head-in-the-sand neutralism impossible. 
I am sure that India has the right to have a try at keeping out of the melee. 
But I am not so sure that a man who has put more Communists in prison than 
any other man on earth except Joseph Stalin has the right to be so talky to 
the rest of the world, lecturing us on the world struggle for freedom, while 
he is trying his best to protect his young government in its difiicult situation. 
(Applause) 
SENATOR NEUBERGER: Thank you very much Mr. Wolfe. (To the Audience) 
Thank you very much for attending. I am sure we all wish Mr. Wolfe a great 
deal of continued success. Good night. (Applause) 
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